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Brand citizenship behavior relatively new construct developed in brand literatures specifically in internal branding.  The 
main assumption is that employees’ readiness and willingness to engage in brand-consistent behavior could contribute to 
overall brand success.  With limit understanding of what is constitute of brand-consistent behavior, thus this study attempts 
to identify possible brand-consistent behavior among hotel’s employees and comparing both front-liner and backstage 
employees by extending the concept of organizational citizenship behavior.  Using 286 respondents from three to five star 
hotels, this study suggests few theoretical and practical implications toward betterment of organization’s sustainable brand 
competitive advantage.  
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1. INTRODUCTION  
Market evidence of dramatic changes of consumer lifestyles, unpredicted economics conditions, demanding 
customers, rapid changes of technology, and highly competitive market has changed the way customers and other 
stakeholders of the organization perceived the brand.  The crux of the challenge facing marketers is to ensure 
their high level of brand competitiveness. In facing millennial consumers such as lack of loyalty (Donnelly & Scaff, 
2013), organization should shift the focus from product to corporate branding which emphasized on 
‘organization’s employees’ as a means of differentiation strategies and source of sustainable competitive 
advantages (Kitchen & Daly, 2002).  Hence, employees whose represent the brand directly engaged in the brand 
delivery process and should be able to project favorable brand performance by displaying consistent-brand 
behavior (Blumenthal, 2001).  This is because employee’s attitude and behavior is critical in consumer’s evaluation 
of total brand/service performance (Foster & Cadogan, 2000; Pfeffer, 1994; Parasuraman, Zeithaml & Berry, 
1985). 
Liberalization of service industry in Malaysia which among other includes tourism and hospitality services (New 
Straits Times, April 23, 2009) would create a new business landscape.  Moreover, service industries forecasted 
to contribute 70% of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) in 2015 (Bernama, 2013). With steadily growing number 
of hotels and number of tourists and occupancy rate yearly (Ministry of Tourism Malaysia, 2009), it is expected 
that hotels industry would encounter fierce competition.  Moreover, employee retention and turnover are the 
biggest problem facing hospitality operators over time (Mohamad, 2008).  Hence, it is a challenge to both 
academicians and practitioners to understand to what extend employees readiness to engage in overall brand-
consistent behavior specifically brand citizenship behavior.         
The study at hand attempts to identify possible brand citizenship behaviors among hotel employees.  Given the 
importance of employees behavior towards the brand in general (Burmann, Zeplin & Riley, 2008; Shaari, Salleh & 
Hussin, 2012), little is understand how front-liner and backstage employees differ in term their behavior towards 
the brand specifically, brand citizenship behavior.  This is because, Burmann et al. (2008) highlighted that both 
backstage and front-liner equally crucial for holistic brand performance.  Moreover, Kimpakorn and Tocquer 





department thus include both front-liner and backstage employees.  Thus, the main objective of this study is to 
identify possible brand citizenship behavior among employees and to examine whether front-liner and backstage 
employees differ in their brand citizenship behavior.    
 
1.1 THE EMERGING OF BRAND CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOR CONCEPTION 
The first conceptualization of BCB is proposed by Burmann and Zeplin (2005) by extending the organizational 
citizenship behavior (OCB) conception.  The main concern of BCB is employees voluntarily engaged in brand-
consistent behavior thus later contribute to overall customers’ brand satisfaction.     
Based on the literatures, brand-consistent behavior commonly discussed based on two major stream, namely (i) 
in-role brand behavior and, (ii) extra-role brand behavior.    For instance, Kimpakorn and Tocquer (2009), King 
and Grace (2008) and Punjaisri and Wilson (2007) highlighted brand-consistent behavior as more toward in-role 
brand behavior while Morhart, Herzog and Tomczak (2009) and Burmann et al. (2008) stated that brand-
consistent behavior is best described as extra-role brand behavior.  However, there is no consistent terminology 
used for both concepts of brand-consistent behavior.  Another major issue concerned is regarding unidimensional 
versus multidimensional of employees’ brand-consistent behavior conception.  For the brief guidance, the 
following Table 1 summarized a key conception of employees’ brand-consistent behavior and its dimensions. 
 Table 1: Brand-consistent behavior conception  
No. Author(s)/Year Measurement(s) Dimension(s) 
1. Morhart et al. (2008) Brand-building Behavior  retention  
in-role brand behavior 
extra-role brand  
 










3. Punjaisri and Wilson (2007) Brand Performance unidimension 
 
4.  Henkel et al. (2007)  Behavioral Branding 
Quality 
unidimension  
1.2 THE DIMENSIONS OF BRAND CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOR 
Brand citizenship behavior (BCB) is a relatively new concept that explained how employees could improve their 
brand delivery performance by aligning their attitude and behavior to the organization’s brand. In essence, BCB 
refers to the employees’ voluntary basis to project a number of generic employee behavior that enhance the 
brand identity (Burmann & Zeplin, 2005).  BCB originated from organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) that 
acknowledged the internal micro-level performance (i.e. employee’s brand performance) to external target 
groups rather than macro-level performance (i.e. job and organizational performance) alone.  
According to Burmann et al. (2008), BCB is built up by seven constructs which believed to represent the brand-
related behavior of employees to enhance the organization’s brand success and later sustain the organization’s 
competitive advantages.  The constructs are as follows: 
 Helping behavior.  Helping behavior is associate with positive attitude, friendliness, helpfulness, and 
empathy towards internal and external customer, taking responsibility for tasks outside of own area if 
necessary such as following up on complaints.   
 Brand consideration.  Brand consideration is refers to employee’s adherence to brand-related behavior 





 Brand enthusiasm.  Brand enthusiasm is refers to employee’s ability to show extra initiative while engaging 
in brand-related behavior. 
 Sportsmanship. Sportsmanship is associate with no complaining, even if engagement for the brand cause 
inconvenience; willingness to engage for the brand even at the opportunity cost.  
 Brand endorsement.  Brand endorsement is refers to employee’s recommendation of the brand to others 
also in non-job-related situations for example, to friends; passing on the brand identity to newcomers 
in the organization.  
 Self-development.  Self-development is refers to employee’s willingness to continuously enhance brand-
related skills. 
 Brand-advancement.  Brand advancement is refers to employee’s contribution to the adaptation of the 
brand identity concept to changing market needs or new organizational competencies, such as through 
passing on customer feedback or generating innovative ideas.    
 
In general, the constructs cover employees’ consideration towards the brand that goes beyond their formal 
prescribed job mainly to deliver the brand promise in appropriate manner.  Thus, based on the 
comprehensiveness of the brand behavior construct proposed by Burmann and Zeplin (2005), brand citizenship 
behavior will be adopted because it provides a more holistic view of brand performance in the context of 
employee as opposed the other’s work.  However, the research findings of Burmann et al. (2008) revealed that 
only three out of seven constructs (namely helping behavior, brand enthusiasm and brand development) 
significantly explained brand citizenship behavior.  As such, there is the need to test the construct with the new 
data set mainly to increase the superiority of the construct. 
 
2. METHODOLOGY  
A total 30 hotels (ranging from three to five stars) in northern region of Malaysia were approached.  
Unfortunately only 12 hotels were agreed to participate in this study.  A total of 435 sets of questionnaire were 
randomly distributed to the identified employees based on hotels’ name list with the assistance of human resource 
executives.  However, only 314 sets of questionnaire were returned.  As such, the response rate is 72.2% which 
is considered as high.  However, only 286 were proceed for further data analysis comprising 187 front-liner and 
99 backstage employees.  
The questionnaire consists of the general information on employees brand citizenship behavior and few internal 
branding evidence as well as profile of the respondents.  Most of the questions were mainly on 6-point Likert 
Scale, ranging from 1- strongly disagree and 6-strongly agree.  For the purpose of the study, the original brand 
citizenship behavior measure as proposed by Burmann and Zeplin (2005) is used.   
3. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS  
3.1 DIMENSIONS OF BCB 
Based on the principle component analysis with Varimax rotation, the original seven dimensions of brand 
citizenship behavior were dropped into four major components which labeled and discussed as follows: 
i. Helping behavior 
Helping behavior is conceptualized as consist of five items.  However, principle component analysis with 
Varimax rotation revealed that helping behavior is developed based on eight items (5 original, 2 brand 
consideration items, and 1 brand enthusiasm item).  As such for the study at hand, helping behavior 
received additional 3 items.   
ii. Self-advancement/brand development 
Self-advancement and brand development dimension loaded as one component.  This component is 





iii. Brand endorsement 
Based on the factor analysis, brand endorsement is made up by three items with additional one item 
from its original conceptualization.  One item that supposed to load into sportsmanship is loaded as 
brand endorsement.  
iv. Sportsmanship 
Based on the factor analysis, sportsmanship consists of only two items as compared to three items of 
its original. 
Overall, the basic requirements of factor analysis were met where, KMO is above 0.50 and Barlett’s test is 
significant.  However, two items that supposed to represent brand enthusiasm were dropped because the 
coefficient values were less than 0.50.  The dimension of brand consideration and brand enthusiasm is not 
extracted in this factor analysis.  As such, this study revealed that only four main dimensions namely; (i) helping 
behavior, (ii) self-brand-development, (iii) brand endorsement and (iv) sportsmanship were identified to represent 
brand citizenship behavior specifically in Malaysian context.   
 
3.2 BCB AMONG FRONT-LINERS AND BACKSTAGE EMPLOYEES 
The only hypothesis in this study is to examine whether front-liner and backstage employees are differ in their 
BCB.  Thus, independent t-test is conducted.  The following Table 2 summarized the findings. 
 
Table 2: BCB among front-liner versus backstage employees 
No. Dimensions t value df. Sig. 
1. Helping behavior .938 186.46 .349 
2. Self-brand-development 1.665 170.98 .098 
3. Brand endorsement .951 192.4 .343 
4. Sportsmanship  2.014 203.65 .045 
 
Based on the Table 2, the results suggested that helping behavior, self-brand-development and brand 
endorsement among employees (i.e. front-liner and backstage) were the same.  The findings were consistent with 
Burmann et al. (2008) that suggested backstage employees were equally important in delivering the brand 
promise.  Interestingly, one dimension of BCB namely sportsmanship was statistically significant (p<.045).  It is 
shows that there was a significant different in sportsmanship displayed by front-liner and backstage employees in 
hotel industry.  In details, front-liner employees were more favorable to engage in sportsmanship as compared 
to backstage employees (mean score 3.41 and 3.07 respectively).  Based on literature, sportsmanship defined as 
no complaining, even if engagement for the brand cause inconvenience; willingness to engage for the brand even 
at the opportunity cost (Burmann et al., 2008).  In nature, backstage employees do not interact directly with the 
customers.  However, during the service delivery, backstage employees sometimes may directly deal with 
customers such as fulfilling guest request.  This study revealed that backstage employees were not so pleased to 
perform above and beyond their major roles. Backstage employees seemed unwilling to sacrifice themselves for 
the brand success without being rewarded properly by the management.  
     
4. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  
This study contributes to extend the boundary of knowledge in internal branding especially in understanding 
employees brand citizenship behavior.  This study contributes three major findings.  Firstly, based on the studied 
sample, this study revealed that BCB is best explained by multidimensional conception namely; helping behavior, 





and Grace (2008), Morhart et al. (2009) and Punjaisri and Wilson (2007) that assumes brand consistent as 
unidimensional construct.  As far as BCB concerned this study found supported that BCB is a multidimensional 
construct as proposed by Burmann and Zeplin (2005).   
Secondly, this study extends the literatures by adding one dimension of BCB as opposed to study of Burmann et 
al. (2008).  However, the dimension extracted from this study relatively different from the findings of Burmann 
et al. (2008) except for helping behavior and self-brand-development.  Sportsmanship and brand endorsement 
rather newly extracted to explain brand citizenship behavior of Malaysian hotel’s employees.   
Thirdly, this study concluded that both front-liner and backstage willing to engage with BCB especially displaying 
helping behavior, self-brand-development and became a brand endorser.  However, only front-liner employees 
found to employ sportsmanship behavior.  Due to nature role of backstage employees, they seem to signify 
unfavorable toward sportsmanship.   
This study also benefited hotel management to understand their employees’ willingness to support the 
organization’s brand image through their positive and consistent-brand behavior.  Given that both front-liner and 
backstage employees are crucial in building sustainable brand advantage such as BCB, management should seek 
formula in stimulating such behavior among their employees.  Internal branding practices such as internal brand 
communication, brand training, brand leadership, brand rewards, brand culture and structure identified as a key 
enablers for employees’ brand performance.  Thus, future study should attempt to link these enablers to BCB.  
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